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--:-RESOURCE ALLOCATION RUMS:
ZERO-BASS BUDGETING AND klARGINAL UTILITY ANALYSIS

IN HIGHER EDUCATION

I:, Introduction .. . I. .
.

. .Allta Schick,' in a now classic article reviewing the history
--,

- ,-
. . v

of budgetary reform in the UnitedStates, portrays an evolutionary

development of,publierresource allocation driyenty an ethos of .

'reiionality.- From the control oriented object-of-expenditure bUd-

gets introduced in the 1920s, to the-management orientedperfor-

mance measures introduced in the' late 1930s, to the planning and
. ,

- ,-
anaiysia oriented grogram budgets 'off- -the 1960s,` `the drive for a

-,

. morerational system of resource' allocation'is eyt4ent: In4eed,

.

irOthe culminating stage of this developmental saga, economists'

rationalistic models play the central idle, e.g.,

PPB traces itt.lintage to the attempts of
welfare economists to. construct a science of finance
predicated on the principle of,Margidal Utility: .

Such a science, it was hoped, would furnish objec-
tive criteria for determining theoptimal alloca-
tion'of public funds among competing uses. By
apprlising the marginal cdsts and benefits of
altetnativea, it would be possible to determine
which combination of-expenditures afforded maximum
utility.l

'Even though Schick is referring to the development of the

Planning - Programming - Budgeting .(PPB) system developedsby the

-Aeconomists of the RAND Corporation and implemented in-the federal

',%particular,system --, marginal, utility theorY has been the basis /

go4ernmelo in the tad-1960s, one of the building-blocks of this

of budgetary refo :proposals ftoM V.O. Rey's lamentful call for

reform in the l'4Os to Vern Lewis' proposal in the1.950s to current

interest in Zero-Bate Budieting (ZBB).2 'This is not,to say that

4
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-all, elements of hese various -proposals are,Viitually the same
,_ . ,

mor is it to imply- guelt "by:association. Marginal utility ,
-

-,:heory does, however, provide a very useful focus for.evaltiating
, .. ,,-,.,

a stream:of, historical and Current budgetary reform proposals. '', '

... ,. . . .
-,Attets to -apply,: economic models of efficient resource

-., . .

allocation toblidgeting, for institutions of ,higher education have

resulted in.;frustration on the part ,of reformits attempting vim-

.

:plementat,ion ana skepticism on the part'of many institutional
-

.

level pdpple.' The reformers cite institutional resistanoe

lack oz trained personnel; and politics as the.principal bar-
,

riers to 1...lementation while institutional administrators cite

the inappropriateness of, the model to higher education as well

las,'their inability- to develop. the data required by the model.

The pt.-I-poses of this paper are to: (i deieribe briefly

narginal utility analysis,_ and ZBB assn applied example;

(2) assess some of the theoretical. and practical issues surround-Z:!.

' -: ing such models; and (3)- place the movement for mbre scientific
.4.71

4 -and rational. resource allocation'in a larger methodological ahr
....

philosophiCal context. ,:The focus of the paper is,..iesourice4:
A''

allocation rather .`than gajleral institutional management and
.. ,, .

;',..

. 0.'"-
. ,:,

.
.v. . .

planning; even -though some of the terms and concepts used coul.# ,..:A. _

.-,

_ apply ..to these 'ihldbroaer areas. Although focusing onprob/ematic
;

issues and limitations associated with applying marginal utility

theory to higher education resource alliwtion, the paper jis
A

not An attenpt to dismiss in any wholesale way the utility of

analytic models or other tools of the management sciences'.3.
.
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An
.assessment of mirmal utility MOdelshas a basis f'4.

"44,..

resource allocatioereform is,undertaken for both piractical. . -,g-,

is8rative arta theoreticeVreasons, ,Practically, administ

J41.1.11gbfeeducation must be kgpledgable ehout emergifig budgeting-
.

dmin-

tors

-40 ,
and^Planicing techniquea and the teories upOn which these reforms

are basect&in order -to_ citipe with impleinentation arid to understkafid

possible consequenCis for their institUticiTheoretically,-a

golod dear of the reseatth and development work, in public sector
, .

management, includTfig4higher ed4cation, is based on theoepplica-
, . 5,

tion of 'economic models such as marginal utility theory:. The-,

f.

theoretical prificiples underlying such microeconomic effiaeficy
g

theories are ppealing io those seekifig a more.rational'system.

oE allocating resources. One haft only to iad Key, Lew, .s, or
t

:'a `plethora more current literatdre,to appreciate the short-
,

coming of!;b6dgetapy practices in the public sectofi 'Organize-
', .

Lion opeating in the 7p4lvate,marke't sstit have been able to
C.:10..;

Ippoximaie the data requirements of.these miciOeconomic-efficiency
I
models and have as a-result become hiNost cOinmofiptototype for

A$141

,

retorters in thetpWic sector.

J/PMirginal Utility Analysis Applied

Re-SearChandWitingin various disci ines'have'often

-focused upon r Onal CleaSiOn i

private organizations, add in public institutions.' Underlying
,

tuch of this interest is the beliefthat:rattonel decision making.

is "good,'". i.e., "rationality" is seen as a standard which ought:

to be semaloyed in decision making.

the abstract, in

O

.
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The vaiioas interpretations given..to the terml-"ratiOnalitY".

tend either to confuse or severely llpit the interested observer.

One of the =1st widely shared interpretations -of rational decision,

and one' that has gfined considerdble faihion in public management '

circles, is the utilitarian approach expressed in classical micro

ecOnOtic theories of, efficiency.5. MUCh:Of the literature on

resource allocation in higher educdtion adopts this perspective,

e.g

logicarapproach'to the efficient use of university
resources would involve some variant of etheory of
constrained choice.- :Theories of constrained choice
can provide techniques to evaluate alternative alloca-
.tiots ofilimited resources among less limited,demands:
for such resources. :Classical economic theory
providesdrationaletfor making such a choice.
ities, disutilities, marginal costs and marginal
products are all caught up in market processes which
adjust and validate the constrained choices of,pro-
ducers and:consumers. The Classical theory of
constrained choice'is equally applicable to many other '

areas where alternatives are matters for administrative
decision.° ,

Vern Lewis, one of the early proponents'of bringing economic

rationality to budgeting,it the pbblid'seCtOr,,repeated the ba;ic
I,

--adomomic question posed by V. 0. Key.a decade earlier: "On what _

basis shall it be decideto allocate X dollars,to Activity A
. f

instead:of allocating the m to Activity Et,...r7 Lewis' answer to

this qilestion is based explicitly on the economic,ctncept'of

incremental or,marginal

. Marginfl-utiliii analysis has,three basiC components: (1)

dividing avail:ableresources into incrementessa that asSessments'.

and comparisons can be made about increments.(or decrements)

rather than, total resources; (2) assessing the gains or benefits

of each increment; and 03) comparing the reldtive benefits within

11



and across functions.
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,Dividing,r,e4Ovcea..iqd inoremenes,_the'first componefit of
'' -''''' '..t..1 . , '3, , .. ...-

the model, is not just a matter of manageability. .Perhaps

more importantly, at least frpm a theoretical'point Of vieW,is,,,,,
.4.:

that such a division is, necessary to applg, the concept of "Mir- ,.

ginal utility"--the increase in utility Or satisfaction ea-.

benefit) associated with a unit increasein one or some combine-
Seti

tiOn of the variables ,upon which utility-is alleged to depend.

In many resource allocation decisionfsituations,-conditiona of,

diminishing marginal utility may act so'a6,to increase yet

maximize total utility. Incretent;or marginal analys -is therefore

becomes the key to,assessing and maximizing the total.,-

Assessing tl1e gains Or benefits of ealih unit of resource -.
.

increment, the logical second. step in the - model, is dependent upon

being able ,to identify the outcomes Or, consequences Of each

went (or decrement) and to-assign some valupor "utiliii"4to

outcomes identified. -Identification of the Consdquencei-of aftCr-=,
,

natives, Often eiprssed'iri the form of a payoff mat X in aecision

,heory: is ldss troublesOme than assigning a yalue'or.ntility.to-
..

, -

'those equences. The final .component of -the model, tomparingben- ...

g* across ctipn, requirbs solving the calculus of ranking
1,tt,t-

,
. .

or ordering--6 problem to'-be dlsodOed shortly.
,-.

.t ModelApply g this Ale]: to resource allocation in tiie public

-sector Vera Lewis proposed an "altirnati..ya.,budget systememark-
.

Budgeting proposal twenty

years4ater: Lewis' proposal:Aalled for administrators of budgetary

-units to,Pripare a basie-bUdget eat-;mate--last yeae's base Midget
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pluS.prrCalevelincreases--and then supplement that'request with
4

plans for alternative levels of funding, e.g., 80%, 90%, 1167.;

120% q4 the bast estimate. The purpose of.--,requiring assessments

of alternative levels of expenditures is to force higher level ad-

ministrators 'nd legislative review bodies to focus on alternative

marginal expenditures in a comprehensive and comparative way.

Phyres ZBB schema, developed for budgetary review of the

"soft" staff areas at Texas Instruments Corp, and later as the

basis of Governor Jimmy Carter's ZBB thrust in Georgia, provides

an excellent example of 'applied marginal, utility analysisjn the

public sectar.8:_Phyres zero -base budgeting model biSically

follow's the marginal utility model by proposing that public ,

Organizations (1)-divide their resources into "decision units,"

--(2) array-budget requests-in increments, (3) show the impact of

funding at different increments ancr(4)..rank the incremental

"d$cision packages" from-the foregoirig

In Georgia's appliCation of the Phyrr Model, decision units

were relatively low LA the'organization,,e.g., the "Community

Injury ContrOl" uritt.fn the Emergency Medical Health Division of
,

y the Department of Human Resources--a unit of two, persons and

total-state general fund budget of under,$25,000 (Fiscal 1971). .

Decision units therefore tale over 11;000 in Georgia's ZBB "'-

system.
i

v.,
,

The focus on incrementsl- or the margin in the. Georgia system
.- ')

is similar to Lewis' alternative budgets proposal. Georgia

agencies are required to.subiit detail on four levels of funding:
. ,.., ,

(1)-A minimum level--below last.year;g base budget; (2Y a hese

.. ,,..,

I"
L
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'level--base Plus cost increases;' 3) 4 workload level,base plus

workload increases; -and (4) a litelPtmimproved level= -above baie,

atd lonkload. Sample,4armats usedfor each of these levels ?are

attached as Appendix I.

Thphyrr model structures margrnar utility analysis into

"decision packages"--documents that provide a relatively detailed

descriitian of each dacision unit and the impact of.funding that

unit atd.thering budget levels.' Decision packages gre suggested'

1 4.
to inrluda: ,(1.) the purpose(s),or objectiwa(s) of the decision

tnib: (2) a description of proposedactiond'or alternatives; (3)

costs aLA benefits of (2); (4) worklodd and performance measures; -

and (5) various levels of effort and benefits associated.with each

level of effort.

,Phyres model then, while basically reflectingthe philoSCpby

and procedure of margtaal utilitY analysis, attempts to covet

almost allof the bases of PPB and performance budgeting by its

inclusion of goals, objectives and workload measures. The core

of the model, however, is formalized camparisions of alternative

texpemditures.

III. Sox Theoretical Issues,
.

The viability of zero -base budgeting Or'other forms of

microeconchic efficiency models in the management of institutions

, and systems of higher education is highly dependent upon satisfac-
.

tory resolution'of key theoretical issues: This section discusses

briefly for such issues from an agenda that could easily include

A dozen.: (1) criteria for orderingr.(2) Cause-effEct; ,(3)

substantive vs.. procedural rationality; and (4) viability of the

.0,

A

4 ' .
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,economicpr "buSiness" model in nonmarket organizations.

E-.
CritaAt for OrderinK Theselection_ of Criteria for order}

.ing alternative expendipure cii6ices is 4 time=weatbered and cam.-

plek sub ct. One school describedbY'Braybiook,and
"&1

l'

* 1

'Lindblom kaithe
"rational-daductive'ideal',"9 advocates a very

complete platonic logic system which would precisely define
.

value postulates upon which poltcy choices collld barnacle.. \A

complete and ordered system of goals and objectives as crftgiia

for'policy decisionslis one version of this lineof reas$ning.t

Another schoca of more quantitative/7 oriented philosophers

and economists has championed Betham's utilitariantsmand the

notion of a welfare function. Althoughthere'are significant -'

divisions within this particular school,
/0 most welfare economists

1

..
,, .

<"-

rely on come fOrm of utility function to reduce multi -dimensional-

factual data on decision alternatives into a'single index 9f

'desirability. Some form of valuation is necessary .since facts

about policy alternatives do not by themselves suffice to rank or
#,

order the alternatives.
- .

-1k
For choice to take;plaCe in the t7picalmarginal:utiliity

analysis model, aunidimensional rIkinscheme itUecessary--
.

otherwise the analyst becomes-the legislator In weighing multiple'

valuations. By far the most common method of.bringing a unidimen-
.

sional character'to marginal comparisons is cost-benefit analysis**

,with its unidimensional dollars derived from marketand non-market

valuations., Cost - benefit analysis, a Modern and applied form of"

Betham's calculus, forms the basis for making marginal comparisons

10
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amiing*competitig claims for public resources. The ratiogal- public - ;
/

then,'iS one that meets the test of hmaximuin,1 1.
social in J. whereby the 'chosen alternative inaximizes the excess

,, ,

of social gain over 'social. costs. Indeed, in' much of-, the- liters -_, 1.
-

aturelon pulilic finance (puhlic -expenditures) ..?rcOst-benefit/ , _ - -

. a ,

-ana.lySsis is synonymous= with and a sine qua iion of rational. decision

making. 7,

7
Theories

-variable have

1.n which choide is seen as the

always been popular because -of

4 ,
function 'of a single

,
their siaFflicitp. -

Theoretical simplicity, however, has its own price, as Schumacher,
ri

points out,
, .

,
To preas,-tion-economiC"valnes into the framework of
the economic calculus, ecOnomists use the methOd of

cost/benefit analysis. This is generally 't.lto4ght to

be an enlightened and prOgreSsivedevelopmentP,,,,,_,,as

-it
be -an

at least an attempt"to take account Of costs
and benefits which might 'otherwise be disregarded
altogether. In fact, however, it is aprocedure by
which the higher is reduced to the level of the

-- lower and the priceless is given a price.; It can
therefore never-serve .to clarify the situation and

lead to an enlightened deccision. it-can do is

lead-to-self-deception or the detifition of others;

,fat to undertake to* measure the immeasurable is

absurd and constitutes but an 41aborate,method of
moving frlim -preCnaceived ,notions1,, to foregone con-

clusions; ---..... -
I

12
,,. 4 ; 1

While some may consider Schumacher tooyra:dical to take

. many others feel uncomfortable witA,the Value judgements inherent

seriously,

in cost -benefit analysii.13,'

-How important is theissue that important:values are being neglected

in ,dpst-benedi` analysis? -Critics fear misuse, oi as Kaplan
.=-0.. 7 --^ .,,V, ,,*

phraSes -it, "the law of the 4)astruiftelit;' Give a small boy a
, . ,

,,,,
,,. ,.. l,

hanniter,, and he will fAisi that, everythint,he encounters needs
,

A

ow'

a
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14.

- . . .
.

pounding. Proponents cite the success of benefit-cost analysia
c,

in,tany _areas and- its inappropriate ipplicatron,In.Others.:1,"
.

Critics want to limit cost - benefit analysii to narrow areas of-

policy analysis, i.e., to head Aristotle's- caution 'that "it is

-.4V
the ,mark of an educated. man not- to demand more _ exactness in the

.-. .

treatment of a 'subject than the subject alloWs'.".16 Proponents

.

e T

see the need to advarice theory, rather than applications, in order

to extend.. conceptualization of; benefits. and Costs to broader
.

-
.,--

areas)-7
`

-. '

the 'issue of 'selecting some
measurable criteria $.s in itself

-

a problem of choice and values. Kaple_ and others in the social
---. ,

...

sciences have generally tak.en the position that any measure is
..

only. a partial measure. Two fundamental problems arise from this -

., *---
.

position: (1) 14hat aspects of a .concept will be measured since no ,
' . .

set of treasures completely exhausts the meaning of a `'concept ?; and :-....--

(2) By'what process do we establish the linkage between the
,

a:east:re-(o) and the as-pre basic conqept?
IS-- The use of economic men-

.
. _

concept --

.

is a Choice Of selective .aspects of a broaler policy concept--
.

, . _ - - r"

a choice which this authoeviews as too limiting for many substan-

-,

...

tine expenditure questions. -The secondkinestion of linkages leads

. . .-

to the 'next issue.
. .

.
. , .
Cause-Effect, Wildaysky's terse-:indietmentPaf PPIS"

ant 'Lis.
,

.

variants ii simplyi-:"..no one 'ws how to do it:" Wildaysity,itee&p,fifaci

one of the principal cognative flaws.'in.'the.
application of economic

'.... ,

,

models to the public policy arena to be our lack of understanding

it

...

of the ntyriad of Interdependencies' of
possible vatiebles, pt , ',

-what the Variables ieilly ire, and of the causal links. ".1n the '

t

40

k
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absence ok:a th4Ury relating to outputs, . abundant infor-
i,-,

!:.. 1. ,,,, ,

. "19
*"

mation is rot going to enlighten anyone.
. '

.

The relationship, or lack thereof, between budgetary inputs

0

sal
--

.and edncational,outecmes iatianagement systems'being developed-for

higher eduaa=ionproVides an examplea thivtheoietical gap'

Hysotheticill4.1-Aantrought to stake resource allocation decisions

Ilased'on the kr:ImwmOr problble impact thciAe incremental 'budgetary

'resources will have on the instiuution:s goals, as measured by

-reasonably'valid and reliable outcome criterf.a'andmeasurds.- The

' National, Center for Higher Hducatiba Management SysteMs (NCH

has attempted eOrove toward this ideal by developing.a classifi-

catiOnstruccure for budgetary iaputs, known as' the -program classi-,

liolalAniEructuie, and a ,taxondmy of outcome criteria and measures

Hypothetically, highOr edUcetionrii4 makers will be able to
.

increase finading is s'a progranmuiti'd budget $rategory, , the

and Cultural Devetopment" subprogram of the "Student

Services,' progtam budget; feelingMonfident that the impact of

such a fundf.agdecision can be captured by in outcome criterion

`such as'"interpersonal participation" and measures as Iiinows:204

,

O

, -

Social skills, interoersdnal participation!

r'Average nuMber of memberships per student
dad/or former student in social, charitable,
political, or civic organizatiOnt.-

- Average number of awards 'andiitations
earned'per student and/or former student
for social contribution

,..
- StudentcaaOlo former_student-perceptions and

evaluations o their interpersonal participa-
tion as.dete ned By selected measures.

- Average number o friendsfinds and acquaineances
0

reported per stud t. - .
.

4:.

i3

.".

4 ,
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Most social. eientists of coursp,tere relatively optimistic
.

A . about the march of knowledge to fill the obvious gaps in theory and measure-
-

ment and therefore recommend more emphasis-(and money) Ito research.

In view of our monumental ignorance, one must ask.
'!--whetheracademic'planning is possible at all _in the
strict sense of measuring the Means and"the ends.

. "
The condition of our industry certainly suggests the
need for more knowledge about the relation between
the resources and technologies employed and the true
outcomes in. human terms: I see the exploration of
these relationships is-the primary task of those who
would improve rational planning in higher education.
Withbut adequate knowledge in these areas; which will
require decades of research, higher education will e
-remain dependent on tradition, intuittot, and judgment,
for guidance in its decision nmking.z1A

If Bowen,". andmany others; are right about the basic research

that must precede realization of benefits prondsed by sophisticated

management systems, then are attempts to develop and apply such -

sy,ims woe rally premature?: Many of the,burgeoning number of,

policy and evaluation studies atothe.federal leyel have fallen

/prey'to Kapladis "law-of the instrument" cited earlier. Indeed

seasoned observer, laments the "tireless.tinkering yith data/.
,

and programs" and calls for reversion to Lasswell's concept of

the policy sciences=, i.e., ,

"...the basic emphasis of the policy approach...
is upon the fundamental 'problems of men in society

22rather than upon the topical issues of the'moment.

Perhaps higher education Management research efforts ought,to

rected toward'simila"basic research"rathetthanproduntdevelopment,
,

Substantive vs: Procedural Rationality. Noting the utilitarian

and positivistic ancestry-of most of the literature on rational-

decision making, Fiiedland,concludes -that the iciteraturefrom this field

treats values "solely in terms of the utility associated with s:

particular outcomes or, in terms of the rules for choosing among
.
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alternatives ondi conditional outcome states have been estimated.

All procedural notions: Ofvaiue baVe been excluded.".He goes.-

on to distinguish between substantive:and procedural notions of
.

rationality,

' The essential problem is to determine to what extent
and under What circumstances "rationality" is a fund-
tionof how decisions are, made, rather than the tan-

, gible,payeff realized as the result of such decisions.

The choice between a procediral and' uhstantive
of rationality by an organization can have a profound
impact upon the way in whi _it is administered by

)-determining what notions 6 onsibility will pre-
yail and what skills are re

,
ed.23

The notion of procedural rationality, similar to, -what Paul

Diesing has cal led "political.racionality,1124 has obvious impli-

cations for ins titutions of higher education. As many writers ,
*

have poihted out, a university does its'best work by creating

an 'environment conducive to intellectual development and the' ,

advancementofknowledge, An twortant part of that environment,

-some would maintain, is:how and by whoth decisions are made. To

, 40
ignore this type-of rationality, which in Diesing's view is a

higher order of logic,_may be t% ignore a much more fundamental

'type of rationality,

,Political rationality is the fundamental kind.of
. reason, because it deals with the preservation

and improvement of decision structures, and
decision structures are the source of all decisions.

25

Viability of theEconomic" Model.' While many reformers

readily admit that applied public expenditure theory is only

'beginning to emerge and is.therefore rather crude, they maintain

that in due time refinements-will bil5g us cl P afar to the ideal. of

,
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height of folly to react to the greater'(though

still inC:onplete)
rigor which cost-benefit analysis

eWres of us by.shriekia$
"1984" and-putting our

-J;eadshopefully
back into the,sand (pi,zbe

clouds)

hoping that"things will
look better...."

Robert Anthony takes a,somaWhatsofter
position, recognizing thi

idiosyneracies of
n4nprolitetganitations; yet

he still opti for

eit=?ting to approach. the econehic
idea1.28

6

Tbe_ecenomie model, with its-emphasis upon investment

for budgeting of
neli.prbirams-and upon

accounting pior

cedzires and our.cona neasureilfor manageMent
control and evalna-

tion,-niiip
cr.abished'demands for

data easily
gleaned in the

prxvare,sector,but
difficult if not

impassible to come by in

many-areas of*the pUbli seater. The principal
differende between

the two sec:ors
it', of course, the'

profit measure by which a

proab organization operating
in the market can evaluate.both

tt4estnent and
nanaterial.controltissues.29 The

absence of such

f -

a mew.= the public sector is, in-this writer's -view,

dtende In kind, not degree--especially
in those areas of the

'pnblic!sector,
suCh'as/the most central

activities of higher

4 /

ef.-:=StiOris where pricing
mechanisms are:either not

feasible or

tOn:acceptible
p9Zic policy:",

The e omic mode/ applied to higher education could,
1,..

..,,,

theoretical , enhance miaagerial
control and resourte allocation--

by!relar-ing resource
inputs, grouped

b44nstitutional activities

or programs, to a specific-set
aLiducational outputs against

winichinstitutiOhal
performance could be'measured--in

the same

sense"that managerial
control in profit-making,enterprises

is .

010
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height of
folly.to react to the greater'(though

still inCOmplete)
rigor which cost-benefit analysis

'requires of vs by shrieking "1984" and"putting our

-_:headslopefully
back into the. sand (oit',tbe clouds)

hoping that-things will look better...."

Robert Anthony takes a,sope!Axiat;s9fter
position, recognizing the

idiosyncracies of
noinpro*Oritaniiations; yet

he still op ti fot

attempting to approadhthe ecoOac idea1.28

The_ecenomic model, with its.emphasis upon investment

,
.

analysis for budgeting of
neti:ithgrams and upon accounting pia,

cednies and outcome measures for manageMent control and evaitii-

Imabashed"denands for data easily
gleaned iu the

"IP
private,sector

but difficult if not
immssible to come by-in,

tamy areas ofthe pUbli sector. The principal
difference between

tne two sectors it, of course,
theprofit measure by which a

prefib organizatLon operating
in the Market can evaluate both

imestMent and
menaierialzontrol/issuee.29 The

absence of such

a -measure ip the public
sector'is, in this

writer's .view, a

difi'etenceIn kind, not degtee--especially in
those areas of the

Pzblic!sector,
suCh'astle most central activities

of higher

4 /
ee.uoatiori, :here

pricing mechanisms are "either not feasible or

rlOc:acceptible
p9bic

'The omic model applied to higher education could,
r,

tbeareticall , enhance
managerial-Control and

resource allocation-

,

by'relktimg resource
inputs, grouped bUnstitutional activities"

or programs, to a specific-set
oteducational outputs against-

institud.Onal performance
could be' measured--in

the same

sense that mamagerial control in profit -making, enterprises
is

Y

1.7
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maintained in terms of Costs centers and profittgeneratine per-

formance. -Thetransactional data system (dita generated in day-
.

do-day transactions). of profit organizations, however, is directly

-releVant to organizational objectives since the,upits,ot measure.-

6enE (dollars) axe. either the same,or a suitable cbttvexsion can
1, ,

be made. 30 ,

'Becausethe central purposes and goals,of institutions of

higher education are further removed from the day-to-day trans-

ac.tionis Vithin" such organizations, the neat"-congruence between goals
.

..
. ,

,

and transactional data-systems found in, profit organizations.is
4er

44. deeempled in collegeaandunivers/ties. Again, this decoupling

is not merely a matter of,degree; it is ,a difference in kind

that',,would require a quantliM leap-in theory to connect. :
%1 I,

Ob*4
. .Piditietary institutions of higher educatiOn can operate

in a market environment and sell their product under full-cost
_ .t.

-pricing.: Under these codditiOns, such institutions can, through
,-. .

.
.

.

.

-establishment of cost centers, determineswhich programs are con-
g

:.

txibuting to the profits of the organization and produce only those'

programs that sell. The questioh here,,of'COurse, is whether

such a modelfor all of higher education will produce the "public

goods" desired.by societyl'31 _.

t-

-Institutions of higher education can, and oftendoecouple

resource input data (costs In dollaroterms)-with activity data,

such as student credit hours, hours worked, etc.,or with

.surrogate outcomedata.2 While some of these cost analyses are

useful and interesting, particularly as a basis for further dis-
.

cussion and explication, undue reliance on such measures ignores

18;
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very s, tbitantive edUca4:onal policy questions and may well establish

uminte.,ded'incentives.t
.

,

Indeed the search for surrogate or proxy outcome measures t:

-can take on overtones of Orwell's "doublethink." Anthony and
-

-Eerz/inger's distussion of output teasures in nonprofit organi-
,

, .;.,:...." . ., .

zatioqi, for exaNple, inclutles'
,

a paragraph entitled 'anttuts
r

Measure of Outputs," further elucidated as,

r.,,-

"Although generally less desirable than a true
'output measure, inputs are often abetter measure
of output than no Measure'at all."33

as a

7
Teir ex'am?.1e.of an activity/ Which may require such.a surrogate

. . , r

measure is research-- a-central activity in any university. ,...

my own view is, that the economic model of esource

tion is inappropriate for most of the significant bUdgetity polity

. issues facing institutions of higher education. .This"does not

-1 mean that aninvestnent analysis model is totally inappr riate-

rare:'' that it is appropriate under.-certain conditions,

where there is a high degree of understanding as to cause-effeet,

relatioaships, where'outputs_can be'daptured to a very significa

degree by some fora Of pricing, and where,the polio' altertatiVe

chosen, represents an incremental rather than a major change in

-policy. Lindblom suggests the "proper'' sphere of economic models'

to be under "synoptic" in Quadrant 2frin the .diagram

$

19'
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Source: Braybrooke &Lindblom, IT, cit. pg.'78.

The line between quadrants two and three is not:self evident, how-.

ever, and some would 'argue that the line is shifting downward as

more sophkiiicated analytic modeli and computational capabilities

have been developed.

in-a slightly different approach to defining the turf of

"econo6ic" analyses, Anthony
defines three categories of proposals

susceptible to cost-benefit analysis: (1) "economic proposal$"

similar to capital budgeting proposals in the private sector

1

where it is possiblet4estimate both costs and benefits in mane-

t417 terms, e.g., a proposal to convert the heating plant of a

university from oil to coal; (2) "alternative ways of reaching

2.!'A

the same:Objective" where there is a reasonab1y predOmptibn that

\alternatives
--)

each of-Aeveral a will- achieV4 the desired objec- '

Live, e.i., in :ahsence of a judgment which teaching

A ,
--e'tchilique is ed

`is.perferrcd; an

onally superior, the lowest cost technique

(3) "equal, cost programs" wherein two

A

.

C-

o r



COMO. fig_ proposals have similar costs, bit one produces more

.:

genefits--a conclusion reached.withoutmeasuremerit of'absolute

leveti of benefits.-A cost- benefit comparison of-propOsals in-
:

tended to accomplish very different objectives, e.g.,' to compare

funds to be spent for primary school educationwith-f ds.to be
_ .

spent fbr retraining-of unemployed adults, -is inAnthon 's judg-

: .

.

went likely to be Worthleas and clearly in the domain of Teind -
;xi:A

..t.:.

tk -.-

.04
blom's quadrant three.

.i.t...% ,4-4.Lindblom's and
ony'4 analyses as to the conditions under

which'the economic modelis useful representprelimin4ry and
,

gene:4.1 tiempts to addrese* ,very- important issue. Amore

)4
-).f,;

detaile comprehensive analysis of this issue, based on an.-
. .

.

.

Aihderstending ,
of both economic and political theory, seems to me

.

to be an iMpbrtant Missing link:in the literature of public, and

tIghemreduaatiolial, manageMent. Much of .',the existing literature,
_ - .. 1

with the possible exception of some of the materiaremerging in.

polityKsta4iel!. journals, is either rob polemic or technical-1.
- ...

for a balanced and thorough understanding by public managers and -

policy nalysts. as to When economic and other types of'an7lytical-

models are useful.
. .......

IV. Some Administrative

Centralization. One of the benefits of ZBB's decisfompack-
t--- --

age approaach.'a4q*hg to,tben Governor. Carter, is at it "has
.

-: P;:*;;:...-i'-`;,:,:.*...:,..

given mejdWeWgrpmeleiaivable method by which I can understand
-,

- . _ ,(**:.::, 0.3i-'
what hapotti,deop ih.adepartment. -,41)eering deeply. into an.4 ',

-4. , - , %:,'.:

totgan# -f h , owever-, carries Wittipbstantial ipplications.
, t.,-.. ;it./_

.%-',;1,':-....:.*, .

21
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Practically, the sheer volume of decision packages in ZBB can

overwheLM top level administrators in much the satb,yay assthe

initial-rounds of program memOranda'and,other documentation did

is PPS. Phyrr recognizes this, 'howeve; and has,propoied a

filieriji prOcedurewheebY only the lower priority item* reach
. .

A A
. t

i

a-governor s or other top- administrative offIcial's-dask. 'Tha

governor can then
J
presumably select the.best:of the marginal (in

the sense of lower priority) decision packages as available

fundl-T allows.

Assuming that the queStiontof volume Cat.; in 'some way be resolved
t

, -

through a suitable selecting proieis,,the question of the impact

of highly disaggragated data upon administrative mentriliffaEion

remains. Review:of detailed organizational *otivities and

decisions has a long tradition ih fiscal auditing and its more

recent variations-of performance auditing. Both '-fiscal and

performance audits, however, are ex 'post facia reviews. ZBB's

decision packages, likePB's program memoranda, operate on a

pre-audit basis ACh-providea an oppOrtimity for top administrative

'or legislative offisials ro makemanagerial decisions fairly low

in the organizational structure.

Phyrr's model, at least as implemented in Georgia, oflyg.hly
. .

disaggregated decision units need not, of course, be the only :

,

model of applied marginal utility analysis,- i.e., decision pits

could be defined more broadly to avoid peerfhg too deeply.

-

.--- 0 - °

PoliCy makers,,howevere,Often
feelmore comfortable making resource

allocation.decisions on specific,-concrete Items or
issues rattier

.

_than on broad progriammatic areas.
36

,

;

0
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VeriOus strata have noted the general tendency management

information iystemS and-systems analysis to centuglize-decision

making.
37 in the'iVolution of information systems models developed'

by the-National Center. for Higher Education ManagementSyatems

(NCH S), a very definite shift from 'institutional "td'atatewide

/-*
and federal models can be seen.

The modus opei-andi,,of ZBB could have serious impliaitions

, for traditional patterns of decisiqn making in higher education

mot only by enabling but by focusing the attenticn;of the

.governor, officials in departments of finance, legislators
and

legislative staff oti,deiartmentaiand even subdepartmerital issues. 38

Whether-one believes such chaduie would bea:prozressive"or disas-
, ..

terous step depends upon-fne's view of_proc rationality,,..,

Whethgrot not Such centralization would e e,acur is somewhat

conjectural and perhaps the levelof interes'e in the question is

proportional to one's concern for paranoia) over the issue of,

institutional autonomy.

The Uses and Misuses of,ZBB.,ZBB, at Teat Phrrr's version

of it, has been implemented in Gehrgia'avhd_other states and is

;undergoing implementation in the federal government. Although

therg is a burgeoning literatureon the -topic, relatively few

obiehtive evaluations have appeared.39 MinMier andHermanien's

study of the Georgia -experience, -one of the better detached

evaluations so far, concludes thaeZBB al not result

substantial resource reallocation; although it did se

40
basis 'fora sizable/executive branch reorganization.

23
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of ZBB incluge its focus on the consequencesnf funding programs

below-current service levels, its improvement of budgetary infor-

mation, and its involvement of more people in the budgetary protess.

Many.Zbservers, however, are not. so kind in their assessment.

of ZBB. Robert Anthony's recent indictment cites the problem of

ranking decision packages, the time required just to read the large

number of decision packages, and the lack of attention givedto

planning and programming. In the annual Brookings Institution

review of the federal budget: Robert Hartman cites the following

misuses of ZBB: (1) the waste of managerial time and resources;

(2) the inappropriateness of the technique for many governmental

services where output definition isproblematic and where it is

difficult-to define levels of output; (3) the gamesmanship tempta-

tion wherein agencies make'redUctions unpalatable (e.g., the

Department o f Interior'hypothetical decision to absorb a budget

reduction by, closing the Washington Monument); and (4) the near-
,

sightness of:ZBB's concentration on the upcoming fiscal year at

the,expense of longer ranger issues.
42

ZBB does have substantial political appeal, however,.in.its

call ,to.justify existing programs and in its claim to allocate

resources more efficiently and effectively. The symbolic Value

of these claims alone, therefore, may make the use of ZBB politibaily

rewarding.

.An Alternative to ZBB. According to Phyrr, ZBB allows

ttp management to sikultaniously compare the low and high priorities

24



all agenCies'and rank'the alternatives ins terms of decreasillg

. benefits pothe organization or public sector as a whole. This
.

%paragon of economic rationality is an ambitious claitawhich

requires far mare theoretiUal knowle dge and practical measures
-- ,

than now available in a pdblic, nonmarket environment.

A more practical and penetratidg approach to ZBB,p
'0

.

t,,

particularly for institutions
%
of higher education, -is some form

- . '. ,

_ .

of program review. Anthony baiically takes this'position in his

eall'for "zero-base' review"--a thorough ping review of an
.

agency by outside' experts about every five years,--instead of . -

:I,*or

iero-baie budgeting.43

One form such reviews might 'take is "Policy analysis" studies

or audits performed byspecialized state level executive or

legislatlee i.tafgp. ,Berdahl's excellent review of the-legislative
,

program evaluation function and its relation to the role of

various higher education agencies highlights. several key concerns

. associated with this alternative: (1) The tendency of ambieious

young staff Rembers'to undertake-broad scale' and intensive review

of highly professionalized and, technical areas--an ambitian'which

Ber4ahl believes may lead to their collapse; (2) the failure of

these state level agencies to prioritizeareas of'investigation

and seledt only' those -where they can do the most good; and (3)

the need for higher education to.Oreserve the credibility of its

own evaluation function or bee such prerogatives gravitate to the

25
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=Many systems -and Institutions of'higher education already

.
have'evaluation processes whereby progrimnatie-areas cli'degree

. -

-programs are
reviewed:usually-through some mode:of peer involve.:

ment.45., At. a statewide or muiticottim,4 level, in-depth.revigws..

of programmatiC areas suchas. schoolsof
d

education ox,L..eigineering
,

can serve both planning andstValuation'as well as b getary pu,r-

'poses. InstitutiOnal level departmental reviews;,Wrticularly

2: the graduate level, have, been developed/at. many universities'

and often" serve tci redirect programmatic effomts.jr,

-In order to make these systeliimd institutional 'zero-base

0

program reviews as.effectiVe as possible in pruning deadwood

and directing growth, three factors seem to me to be essential:

(1) the review should incorporate the best of'sound peer review

practices; (2) assumptions of resources andother Variables

should be clearly delineated for the 'reviews team; and (3) the.

results should be used in the budgetary process.

rofessional severeignmsliand its modus operandi of peer

,rev,iew are under increasing attack for various. reasons- -many of,

'which are deserved. Indeed some valuable lessons here mightbe

gleaned from the experience of the medical profesaion?W.

The long term viability c theacademy, includingirstitutional, .

mulricampus and statewide agencies, to judge itself.ikin part.

dependent-upon its ability to conduct high quality evalgations

and then to make tough decisions formulated by these reviews.

253 or any, other budgetary mechaniaM will not automatically
.
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prune out lower priority programs.. Such pruning can. -take place
.

to .

.

only, at least in a
'rational" sense, in the context of tough

- '...,
.

programning-dedisiona. 47

0

0 ' '

Beyond Advocacy? Many obseryers of-the American budgetary
1

-process have Characterized it as'an adversary or advocative

... process reflecting our underlying pluralistic political-system.

Barticipantp play basic budgetary roles as their ylstitutionir'e

position prescribesf'g Successful perfdimance is idetermined by
$

e ,

one's ability to make.the best case for one's employing agency.

Attempting to build an objective budgetary review br 'policy
.

evaltiation,rocess within this context may be self -deceiving.

Niskanen, as econoMist and former assistant.directot for evaluation

in the Office of Management and Budget, is pessimistic on the pros-

,

pects:+11 do not peponally know,of any way to strueture.an

Objective review process-in anadversary environient.
If -As'an

example of the difficulties involMed, Niskanen *cites agencies

being asked to perfoA studies'tEat questioned their fundamental' °

programs and budeaucratic interests
and.finds it not surprising

that "the responses
tothosetrdquests were usually indefinitely,

deferred, obscure, or self -serving."

To wEat extent is obiectivity neessar7 for'gdod-EUdgetary

and policy review? Some, like WildaVSky, might argue that it

is not ab necessary as we
might at-first think or at least...that it

emerges from the-process. tack of agency objectivity may well

I.

2 71
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be counterb lanced, for example, by the ease made by resource

, I

comwtitors or by the possible loss of credibility, under atough.

budget office review. Wildaysky,:alelg with others, has taken

the poeitien-that analysis is not, intended to eliminate advimacy,

"bin to raise .the level of argument among contending interests."

More Woimed.decisloa will therefore be made as our ability to

analyze complex issues riseft s. A

,
Theideals of rationality and objeCtivity, lumever, remain as I

a standard toward which those.with faith'in;keadet-slocily-but
.

steadily tread. -George Weathersby's addfes s to the-1976 NCHEMS

'National Assembly is an interesting mixture of incremental and

rationarthemes--recognition,of the limitations of rationalistic

dicision-mndets, lamentation of the forles of political decision

making, and an express ion of belief that succeeding_"generations"

of decision makers in-higher education who have been trained,
...

ve

to think in fUndamentilly-4ifierent ways frod political incremental-

ism will gradually transform the decision:Making ptves-ftbm a
. , 1

level of particle physics.to,quantum-physics.
51 This new era

.

of thought for Weathersby is policy analysis-=in a broader sense
. .

-of the term thin benefitcostanAlysis or fort;a1 iyitems analysis.

f,..:

.

, *Policy aniiyai in this broader sense is systematic think- .-

-.-

ing. Hence'Weathersby calls fora-researchemphasis on' how indiv1-
__ ...,

.

ey.use in making decisionsiduals think and what information th

. _

.,rather than on techniques of produing/new information. Per on-

ally 1 am not optimistic about.Our abitity-to discover fundamentally

.
. differen't ways of thinking orrmaking .

deelsions.' -I do believe,
.

*-:/

.
A e

I
.

-...ihrwever,* 'that systematic analysis--or,in Anthony's terms, "Beneftticost

....: .

it

J.
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as a,Way of Thinking"--can improve resource allocation in the
ti

public sector. As Charles Schultze has pointed out, "systematic
-

analysis does not have to be and'is not_ coextensive with quan7
- -

tititive analYcis;"52 Systematic analysis,, then,"will hopefully .

"raise the ievelpif argument" in what is basically an advocacy

-process, but it will notradipally transforaresource allocation

decisions to some Millennial state or to whatildaysky has termed

a-siturtinaous-equation--for-the-societylim_the_sky,"

V. Concluding Comments

The Myopia of Ideology. Deeply rooted in American social

philosophy is the concept that science can be applied as a remedy

to all-problems, Indeed, thiabeliai-lhad dramatic impact upon

American institutions of higher edUcation in the last 19th.and

early 20th centuries.
5A,

Many reform groups pUshing some, panacea

at that time and now were aria areerce4wed as bound to ideology. But

social scientists, particularly those in disciplifies clOsest

the natural sciences, were and are now somehow ideology free.

The neutrality' of:emPiricism, an idea now deeply rooted in American

academic thought, reinforces the notion that scientific inquiry
-gt

into social phenomena ii0jdeofogy free.

A-good deal of the recent management movement in the public

sector and in higher education follows this legacy of neutrality

and scientific appearance - -an appearance of highly quantified,

cyalue five rationality at work. The relatiVely recentemphasis '

-

on-analytic techniques--prici4ily economic techniques-rin the
(

Public sector has been ledin large part bythose who -hold a

r
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certain worIdview or=ideology. Formal analyses, the hallmarkOf'

- economic ideologists, often give us.the feeling of orderliness

and rationality- -a feeling that can come to be highly valued.

indeed, Bost administrators probably feel moc-comf4 table with

order than Chaos ---or at least"high degrees ofSNigui

Fred graver, tin a paper entitled, "Policy AnAysis s Ideology,"
.-

stresses the' inpOrtance of beingable.to,

"...see'that the sciefitificoresults of
analysis are in fact the result of, an
ideology. This ideology leads the analyst
to direct his inquiry to certain sources
'and ignore others. or alter the weights of -
various factors according tp his perceptions
of realityis reflected in his models of
reality."

_Ideology as Kraer uses it and as it is used here refers to a

OP

fairly thorough, integrated value system or view of the world, i.e.,

An ideology is a value or beliersystem that
is accepted as factor truthpy some group.
it.is composed of sets'of'attitudes toward
-the various institutions-and processes of
society. It provides the believer with a

... picture of the world both at,it is and -as
it should beand, in so doing, it orgaxfizes
,th tremendous complexity of the world into55

0 .soth thing tsirly-simple andiunderstandable:"

Ideology, then, is ;imp different view or perspective of the'

world which often leads to different- policy coridlusioneeven from

the same facti.-,...T# Jarrett of t4e University of California at .r

Berkeley his taken a somewhat] similar position using four

cognitive functional types or styles to categorze how an individual =s

"temperamental bias" affects one's values and perception. of reality56.
khis is not to suggest that emery 'disagreement on policy is

.

.based on differing ideologies. When people look for facts using

30
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diffet'ent methodologies, 'however, the differences may well
.

grouaeid in ideology.

/ The principal implication, at least for purposes of this

iaper, of:viewing-analibis as ideology is that analysts, whose

every intent is to provide honest, objective analyses, may be

so bouad by their own methods and disciplinary perspective

that they ignore, other important values. 57

Balance. Howard BoWen's cogent and insightful

addresi two years-ago-ae0AAHE sets a very sensible tone and
.

ei;Tecdon Amidst the polemics of differing ideologies 58 Hope-

fully this author's v iew of Bowen's position
t

,as "reasonable "'

reflects a balance rather than a congruence-of ideologies. Bowen's

call for a full and balanced consideration of all the variables

'in managing institutions of higher education, rather, than an

arbitra'ry or unwarranted exclusion Of nonquantifiable variables ",'

is not dissimilar to the position taken by Aaron Wildaysky, one

of the Frinlipal polemicists in the debate over the viability

ofecon6cic Models of rationality.t9

Borrowing from philospher William Connolly, Kramer suggests

finding ways to achieve greater. balance through implementation

of the notion of "theoretical self- consciousness " - -an attempt

to understand fully one's perspective of reality and to explore

"sympathetically alternative ways to comprehend" the analytic

prc51E6s- one faces.° 'As a practical means A implementing this

isotiaa of broadening one's, perspective or ideology,- Kramer suggests

liberal sabbatical leave policies for policy analysts. In addi-,
. .

tion to the continuing education of:analysts and consumers,of

. 31'
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analytic studies,
collegiate preparation

programs in administra-

.

tioh, policy analysisand related areas might make more deliberate

attempts to broaden the perspectives of their students by exposing

them to ether points of view in" some depth any
making clear..

the assumptions,"andimplications
of those a-

tionsv of the 1

7'11

paticular methodological appriacNrtaketic.

Perhaps-structural,
in addition to training, devices could

.

a/se be--adopted
_by_ agencies to

increase the possibil/ty of iatel-

__

lectualpluralism
in'budgetary or policy evaluations. Wildaysky

and Nienaber,-in a study of budgeting acid evaluation
processes in

federal recreation
programs in the late 1B60s, cite an example of

structured intellectual
pluralism-in the budget review procedures

.

-

of the U.S. Forest Service. In the case cited, budgeteestimates

and'analyseS are
prepared by three different groups--the operating

divisions, the PPB staff, and an 'in -house study group--to provide

a formalized debate technique.62 Whether
this type of redundancy,

VP

is an intellectual
luxury or is in itself "cost-effenitvels,

open to question. .

The ca for balance,
theh, is a call, to

strengthen the present

advocative nature of our political and bureaucratic
system by

broadening individual
ideologies,. -thereby

making zoom for and

legitimiiing,Of varied types of analyses as well as perhaps4Aasing

the pain often associated with dbnsensus.
This is not to advocate

.

purging ideology
fteM budget reforms or

policy. analysis. Mitigating

.the blindersof ideology and taking off the mask*of objectivity

that often Covers'the fiCe of analytic work, however,
seem to, me

4
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to be posltive steps-toward the goaIS of rationality and respon-

.sibility that Norton 'tong referred to almost a quarter( of.i cen-

tury' ago.
.

An organization in its routines and its per-
, sonnel--their training and values, profesdional
and political--can be so structured as to max-
imize the likelihood that decisions will be
made as a result. of full consideration of the
relevant facts, hypotheses, and values-involve.°'

Context of the "Menagement.Movemenr." The impetus for im-
,

proved management systems in higher education, and other public

agencies for that matter, is based on a variety of factors, two' .

of 'which are: (1) a belief that higher education is susceptible

to the theories and methods of "management science;" and (2) a

strategy on the part of some higher educationists to demonstrate

AF accountability and sound management thereby raising'highereducation's

public credibility. Most of this paperthas focused on the former fac- (- 1,

tor; some brief concluding comments ate now offered as to the latter.

Stephen Bailey has'noted that the concern over higher educa-

"tions' objectives as well as its efficiency is only an outward

manifestation of a -more basic issue,

Only the woefully naive contend that the real
problem is efficiency- -that government bureaus
aad universities will receive votes Of confidence
in new dollars:when'they can master PPS and re-
lated cost-benefit techniques and.thereby can be

'held accountable. The basic issue is political
and psychological-.1a.growing belief that what .

government bureaus and universities do is not
worth the cost: that governments reduce freedom
too much-and that universities foster too much
license. The absence of sophisticated systems
of accountablity simply 'adds to the already sub-
stantive frustration of politicians and publics.64

33.
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.Cheit _bases his condlusiop that the use of-management systems

will not rebut presumptions of inefficiency and leid to greater

support on three grounds: -(1) once. the accusation is made, accused,

institutions can get little credit for taking steps to increase:

efficiency; -(2) public agencies that have won fiscal confidence

have done so by means other than claiming to be efficient; and

(3) that unfavorable attitudes toward higher education are based

primarily on questions of purpose rather than questions of effi-

t ciency.
65 z _

Neither Cheitnor this author is arguing to abandon concerns

for efficiency or use of better management systems in higher educa-

tion. There are areas of institutional management, e.g., many

accounting and business operations, contract and grant management,

student records, financial forecasting, faculty age distribution,

and retention models, etc., Where improved systems are useful for

management, planning and resource allocation. Indeed, concern for

efficiency, which is increasingly manifest at institutional and

state levels, is a fundamental prerequisite for effecting changes

in more systematic management. An equally important prerequisite

for efficiency, howelkr, is knowledge of how to to efficient--both

in the-more limited sense of selective institutional operations

just cited and in the broader sense of purposes thatAailey mentions.

I believe the larger issue of confidence in institutions pf

higher education will never be resolved in any final sense because
4

it is A recurring dilemma of map-semi-autonomous governmental body.

I ",

1

.
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Restoration of higher degrees of confidence:at any one point in

time requires' actions appropiiate,t6"ehe times'andcultural con-

text. In these times, higher education seems in great need of

sorting out-the-purposesanefunitionsof institutions of higher

education; inVeformulating differentiation amodg types of insti-.

,

tutions, and in- revitalizing, ability toAudge and_manage itself,
, _

- ,

thereby pieserving some measure, of professional sovereignty and

vitality..
_

v
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F. Y:1977

Human Resources
Department "

DECISION PACKAGE MINIMUM LEVEL

oPiii3uDGEt:30j. .

ZEROBASE BUDGET REQUEST
DECISION PACKAGE MINIMUM LEVEL

Community !Mum Control
Activity .

OM Budges-70
. (firs.6.75)

Emergency Medical Health
Function

Details* the Function in terms of Its objective county and City Medical Centers are
inury, natural or

coordinate their efforts
the latest tes ues.and

are highly successful due

,

Positions This ham* 2 Premien P r Na 41.4,4 tr.v. rr Cron%
charged to meet emergency situations such as sudden illness,
man-made disasters and poison cases. The centers do not
moss county and city lines not do they have exposure to
equipment in the emergency medical field. Some centers
to a special Innovation that other venters do not share.
. ,

A. TOTAL P.ERSONAL SERVICES ,-25,624 17.686 694,, c' ' Expenses end RtPeits 900 . 600
2. Supplies and Materials , 1900 1,200
3. Repain and Main&nanet SOO WO ''
4. Communications- r

J. veiviumeur kirLoral Gas
00
no

280
200Desabe the Function In terms of iertice_previded in F Y 1976 Utilize if centra/ staff

to monitor the operations
to the centers

The Base Level provides
one medical emergency

to conduct medical emergency courses around the State
of the Injury Control Program. The courses will provide instruction
on the latest medical emergency technic/um and methods.
service for the 100 most populated counties by conducting
course at each. r

., ..

6. Rents 1-" 3r3 274
7. insurance and Dondirre .
e, Workmen's Comp, and Indemnities r .

Direct se- milks ,' .
,

10. Tuition and Scholars:hips .
11. Grants to Counties oe Cities .

Explain tbe Minimum level of Service this Packer provides Two positions and
course in the 75

to conduct a course
aninially.

ry
-

i,'.i. .

"'

12. Assessments by Merit System 132expenses to coordinate, develop, and conduct a medical emergency
largest mecrical centers in the State. Two pert= are required
In eacheemter and twopersons Can corer 7S medical centers

.-

V,
-

va. Other Operatutp_* Emmet 450 206
14. Extraordinary Expenses "
ELREQ.OPERATINGEXPENSES(Add 1.14) 4,805 3147 65 ,

C.TRAVEL 800 550' "69
D MOTOR VEHICLE EQUIP PURC/I. 400 '- -

Explain die Impact of temunatinp the Service now provided that this Minimum Level Excludef E PUBLICATIONS AND PRINTING

F. EQUIPMENT PURCHASES

.._
1,350

750
1,000 74 -,

brie position and related expenses are deleted in the minimum level package.
tnx1tcly 25 medical centers will not have a medical emergency course In

947nathat did have one in F.Y. 1976. Each excluded canter would have to
develop its own modie21 emergency plan. Some excluded centers would not choose
to do so and an e situation in the arca seryed by, the center would not be
met with the same ef icienti as before. ,- ,

a PER DIEM AND FEES 2,000 1,500
.

75
H. COMPUTER CHARGES 2 900 2.000 69
I. OTHER CONTRACTUAL EXPENSE 1.600 , 550 34 .

L AUTHORITY LEASE RFNTALS .

Quantitative Menem (Effectiveness, Workload, Ersciencr)
.. .

F. Y. 1976
Function

F. Y.A7..----NDS
"tunn" Level

.-----.
L CAPITAL OUTLAY

pjffertnt Media Centers-Airipti 100 75
75

At LIST OTHER OBJECTS:
210lizillinustaxC=rudsmilusisil .100 .--

Cost Per Course/Total funds S445 . S352 -

59.E

63

Cost Per Course/State funds $245 StO____,,sOTAL EXPENDITURES (Add AM) - 44,509 26.433
'FEDERAL FUNDS ' 16;000 10000

-TOOOTHER FUNDS 4.000,7 4.006.
STATE GE " AL FUNDS 24.509' 12,433 51

heap name Emergency Medical Health'

Peeiwallis John Smith

Paekese

Arthlty Rank 4 4

'5

p6.
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P. Y.1977

Human Bes throes
-Department

pECISION PACKAGE BASE- LEVEL

OPBBUDGET31

ZEROBASE BUDGET REQUEST

DECISION PACKAGE . BASE LEVEL
Community Injury Control

Activity

OF& Budoes41
vs)

Emergency Medical Health

mamba sietiivrtetion isi terra of its ewe/sive County and City Medical Centers are
injury, natural or

coccdulate their efforts
the latest teaniques and

are highly successful due

. -

.

Politiont This Pldia90-1-- c , chO F V,76 Tim rte} F V 77 cum%)

105charged to meet emergency situations such as sudden ffiness,
man-made disasters, and poison cases. The centers do not
across county and city lines nor do they have exposure to
equipment in the emergency medical field. Some centers
to a special innovation that other-centers do not share:

..

A. TOTAL PERSONAL SERVICES - /5.624 9276
1. Motor Vehide Expenses and Repairs 900 326
2.SupPties and Materials 1,900 700
3. Repsirs and Maintenance 500 kio
4. Cosrununicationa 400 176
5. Power, Water, Natural Gas 250 98

Describe the-Fsenction kr terms of smite pnreidedin F Y.1976 (Base Laval)
State to
provide

and methods.
by conducting

4:2,

& Rents - 273 77
Utilize a central staff to conduct medical ememency courses around the
monitor the operations of the Injury Control ftwam. The courses will
instruction to the centers on the latest medical emergency techniques
The Base Level provides service for the 100 most populated counties
one medical emergency course at each. ,

,
.

7. In/UM/C. and email,"
R. workmen's Comp. and Indemnides
9, Dina Benefits .

to. Tuition and Scholarships
11. Grants to Counties or Cities

12 Assessments by Mnit Synens 132
450 \ 244Explain the Cbst Increase or Decrease kith* Base Level ores F. Y. 1976

position
for office

office

.13 Other Operating Expenses

14' Ex1""nari ExpensesPersonal Services - Within' 'ado increases iiiriannualization of a part-year
Regular Operating Expenses - Prtmanly due to rental contract increase
scarce
Travel - Increase in rate from 10 cents to 12 cents per mile.
U. V. Equipment Porcbases - Replacement vehicle.
Dv/proems Pinchases - 3 pociret calculatccs in addition to replacernentof
equipment.

-

.
: -'

B. OPERATING EXPENSES(Add 1 so 4,805 1,865 104
C. TRAVEL 800 350 112
D. MOTOR vEllitt.E £001P.PURCH. 4.680 5,112 109

111E. PUBLICATIONS ARO PRIMING 1.350 500
F. EQUIPMENT PURCHASES 756 1,550 206

1....PER DIEM AND.FEES 2.000 750 112
R. COMPUTER CHARGES 2.900 900 100
I. OTHER CONTRACTUAL EXPENSE ' 1,600 1,050 100
J. AUTHORITY LEASE RENTALS

Ouanthatiet *mutts 1E1 fectinneu. Workload, Eifielency) F. Y. 1976
Function

F. Y. 1977
Base Lent

K. GENERAL OBLIGATION BONDS

L CAPITAL OUTLAY
Different Medical Centers Aided 100 100

.. 100 12,1.1ST OTHER OBJECTS -Medic* Emergency Courses conducted 100
Cost PerCourse/Total funds $445 $478
Criss PerNun:Pato,. funds $245 S278

TOTAL EXPENDITURES (Add A 41) 44.509 21,353 107

FEDERAL FUNDS 16.000 6,000' 100
OTHER FUNDS 1. " 4.000 100

ATATE GENERAL FUNDS 24509 15,353 113

Package Name: . Emergency Medical Health

Prepared sr . John Smith
V

Package 2 if 4

Anirity:ltsok 7

4,5

8-

Attach detailestidssduhr for P. Y.1977 Bite Lmd (Including filintr..turts Levels
funds requested. .
Detailed schedule ter the Base Lent is to be developed at the Activity Len,.



ff. Y..1977

Human Resources
Department

DECISION PACKAGE,-:=WORJ40A0.-

O113-BUDGET32
.

4ERO:RASE BUDGET REQUEST

DECISION PACKAGE «WORKLOAD

Commtinitv Injury Control
Activity

r.

OPB-Eludget -32
675)

Ensenxiscv Medical Health
Function

Describe the Function to terms of itsIbiettIver County and aey,Medical

as sudden
centers do

have exposure
medic:18dd.

other centers

, 'Positions

awes, injury,
nth coordinate

This pakste......2_._ Fuwersel V.V. 76 Ms Mtg. F.Y. 77 curnss

Centers are charged to meet emergency situations such

natural or man -made disasters, and poison cases. The

aseir efforts across county and city lines nor do they

latest techniques and equipment in the-emergency

are highly successful due to a special innovation that

A. TOTAL PERSONAL SERVICES 25.624 15,810 166

1. mcror Vels'cle Expenses and Remain v

to the
Some centers

do not share

2. supproa and Maturate 1900 . 600

3. Re in andwint.,,,,,c4 500 100

4. Cot ievax,s (00 SO

Describe dm Fraction in tams
ofieryke pro/Media F. Y. ISM yore a central staff

the opera-
to the

5. PO/Meting*. thalullGi

to COilauCt medical erneroency
courses around the State to monitor

dons of the Injury Control Program. The courses will provide instruction

centers on theUtest medical emergency techniques and methods.

Level provides service for the 100 most populated counties by conducing

. medical emergency course ateach.

s Reins
273

7 'mom"' and Bonding

The Base-
one

I

IL WorkmA Cones, and Indemnities

e. Direct Rarefies
10. Tuition and Scholerehips

(Wain the Workload Manse in terns of service provided atom the Bass Leal Conduct
IL Gunn ta Counties et Chin
12. Assessments try Merit System 132

a medical emergencycourse in each of the 63 centers not covered in the State.

Betty center in the State would receive one course annually. Thisadditional

workload is demanded by thecenteis not now being served.

---

,
'

450

14. Extraordinaryinary Expiates

B. REG. OPERATING EXPENSES(Add met 4,505 403. 124

C. TRAVEL
800 300 150

Explain eve Yferldoad Cost Over Me Bast Lail
.,

less one Month de-

the new positions will need

ers, Federal funds63 centre

O. MOTOR VEHICLE EQUIP. PURCH. 4.630 109
lg.

Personal Service Two neW positions, including fringes,

ked thing factor.
Related Expenses To coves 63 additional centers,

spacegnov,
m

ations.additional expenses and office to add
Computer Ch - Expansion of

E. PUBLICATIONS AND PRINTING I
1,300 ).56

F. EQUIPMENT PURCHASES
750..... 100 270

1 It
116

' 0. PER DIEM AND FEES 2 e ,

H. COMPUTER CHARGES-
2; i I s306

t . OTHER CONTRACTUAL EXPENSES 1.600 200 112

beantleative Assumes
-

1fifeceivenem:Werldoed.Efficiencel

F. Y. 197S
F440604

F. Y.1977
8,44em!

F. Y. 1977
cumegies

J. Avow rtv LEASE RENTALS ,
K. GENERAL 0111.1GATION BONfieS

Different Medical Centers Aided 100 100 163 L. CAPITAL OUTLAY
2 000

Medical Courses exeduc 100 100 163 M. 1ST OTHER 011JECTS:

per s7 tr:17 0 tuf
a; 45 7: Z 15 \

Cott per Course/State funds S245 5278 S250
Tout. EXPENDITURES (Add AAR .

FEDERAL FUNDS -
16,000 -^ 7,000 141

--,.--r..'OTHER FUNDS` 4,000 IOC

STATE GENERAL FUNDS
24,509 12,948 164

/know Now Emergency Medical th

mreered Der John Smith

Package

Activity Roth10

' Attack detailed setsedule Ise F. V.1977 Wondoed funds ormolus'In this Worm.

D 1.0



if Y. 1417

thunain Resources
Deparbnant.

DECISION PACKAGE NEW OR IMPROVED

OPEI-SUDGEt3

ZERO.8ASE BUDGET REQUEST
DECISION PACKAGE.. NEW OR IMPROVED

OP1141sadvm .31
(Rev. 5.75)

Erner5etney Medical Health
Function

Describe the function In turn Of its °lit:mire County and City Medical
mesa ,injury

do not coordinate
exposure to the
field. Some centers

centers do

Centers Positions This Packape_2___ Ftiaction F Y re hiePt;.-F.Y,77 Cum%

emergency situations such as sudden

or made disastees, anci son cases. Mel:enters
acme county and city lines nor do they have

Calques and ertubment in the emergency medical
successful due to a, special 'innovation that other

natural
their

latest
are

not share.%,

A. TOTAL PERSONAL SERVICES 25,624 15,610 229
t it Vehicle Expenses end Pepsin 900
2. Supplies rod Materials 1 900 SOO

3. Repairs and Maintenance revs

4. Communiations
S. Power. Water. Natural Gas

400 --
250

50

Dissaibi the Funcibis Milne* of 'aria provided in Pi'. 1976 Utilize a central
the

instruction
The

cOncISICtiss9

w medical
at least 2

intensive
local

.

staff to conduct medical emergenkeoursei woundithe
operations of the blow Control Program. The
10 the enters on the latest medical emergenty tech
Eon Level provides services for the 100 most popula
cne r image/xi came at each.

State to munitcir
provide

ues and methods.
counties by

41 Rents 773 150
7 triter:no and Boncrus9
e, wck,,,,vs comp and 1,,,dowats"
2.

10 Tuition and Scholarsh

Explain the Now or tosprond in taros oirstralos Conduct an a
37 centers
will receive more
coordination for
statewide.

11 to counties or

emergency courses. This improvement will provide
courses. The centers saving the greatest population
instruction and more specialized courses. I
services will mean better emergency medical tk

-

12, Alumina, b.,Liseitt sylo) 132 7;
13. °dm opmtim Eitpinm 450
14. Emmy:Bury Expenses
B. RECLOPERATING EXPENSESIAd411.141 4,805 788 -141

175C TRAVEL: 800 200
Explain eke Mesta knoroved In tuns of Con _

less on. month

the new positions will

D. MOTOR VEHICLE EQUIP. PURCH. - 4,680 109
Stirlen: Two new pceitions, including fringes,

-Pd4rytelhiring factor.
Related Experges To conduct 37 additional courses,
aged additional eapaues and oflIce space rental.
No additional Federal funds.= available for expansion.

E. PUBLICATIOtiS AND PRINTING 11350 100 137

F. EQUIPMENT PURCHASES 750 100 233
G. PER DIEM AND FEES 2,000 112
H. COMPUTER CHARGES 2,900 110

Ouentie-ths Musurn
itttectierewskerweioad. Effidntof I

Different

F. Y.197$
it":491.1

F. Y.1977
Cumulat"

t. OTHER COhITRACTLat EXPENSE 1,600 112
J. AUTHORITY LEASE RENTALS Xli......__

Medical Centers Aided 100
100

163
A.-

40
K. GENERAL 013LIGATION BONDS Ow-

Medical Eaurotincr Coarse: Caulucred L CAPITAL OUTLAY -1 /
Cost Per Course/Total funds $445 S423 MUST OTHER OBJECTS:
Cost Per Course/State funds $245 $289 .

4.

TOTAL EXPENOITURES (AddA-MI 44,509 16,998 190

FEDERAL FUNDS 16/000
.600

24,$09 16.498

144
100
236

OTHER FUNDS

Pschap Name: ElneVertCy Medical Health hasps 4 M 4 STATE GENERAL FUNDS

Pusporod John ACtirley Rank., 14

D

tt P. V. 1977 New or Improved funds requested In this
-toque*.


